The number of complementizers in any Oceanic language ranges from zero to (at least) five or six. In languages with more than one, the choice of a complementizer is often determined by the higher predicate. However, complementizers may also be independently meaningful, for example, expressing speaker stance. Examples of complementizers expressing speaker stance are given from several languages. Complementizers also participate in polyfunctionality networks, where an etymon that functions as a complementizer has one or more other grammatical functions. Two types of polyfunctionality networks are discussed: complementizer-relativizerdemonstrative and complementizer-protasis marker, both from synchronic and diachronic perspectives.
Introduction
Quite a lot of comparative, historical and typological work has been done on the grammars of Oceanic languages. However, up until now the bulk of the work has dealt with constructions at the clausal and subclausal levels and with morphosyntactic categories. For example, there are studies of passives (van den Berg & Boerger 2011; Lichtenberk 2012) , reciprocal and related constructions (Moyse-Faurie 2008), serial verb constructions (Crowley 2002a; Bril & Ozanne-Rivierre 2004) , possessive constructions (Pawley 1973; Lynch 2001; Lichtenberk 2009 ; among many others), verbs and verbal morphology (e.g. Pawley 1973; Evans 2003) and adjectives (Ross 1998 ). Significant progress has been made in these and other areas, but I believe the time has come to move on to multiclausal constructions, in particular constructions that involve some kind of subordination, be it subordination that involves relative clauses, adverbial clauses or complement clauses.
Indicative of the absence of detailed studies of subordination in Oceanic is the restricted treatment of these areas in the large-scale volume The Oceanic Languages by . The brevity of the treatment of complex sentences in that volume is understandable. It is only relatively recently in the history of Oceanic linguistic scholarship that complex sentences have been discussed in much detail in grammars. Brief grammatical descriptions typically include only cursory information, if any, on complex sentences, and this is also true of the grammatical sketches included in the volume.
From a cross-linguistic perspective within Oceanic, the topic of complex sentences has rarely been discussed. An important exception is Ross (2004) , which deals with, among other topics, complex sentences in Oceanic, including complementation. Ross's focus is on whether or not complement clauses are 'de-sententialized'.
My aim here is to consider one type of complex sentence, namely sentential complementation. This, of course, is a huge area, and I cannot do it justice here. Rather than dealing with a large number of aspects of complementation and treating them relatively superficially, I will focus on only certain aspects and treat them in more detail. My focus here will be on complementizers, that is grammatical/ grammaticalized elements that identify a clause as a complement clause. I will consider complementizers from several perspectives: their numbers in individual languages, their semantics/pragmatics and the polyfunctionality networks they are involved in. By polyfunctionality I mean the fact that historically one and the same etymon has acquired more than one function, one of which is as a complementizer.
While a number of polyfunctionality networks can be identified in Oceanic, here, for reasons of space, I focus on two that are particularly common. In one, the complementizer function is linked with a demonstrative function and the function of marking relative clauses. In the other, the complementizer function is linked with the marking of protases of conditional sentences. Neither polyfunctionality is, of course, unique to Oceanic. Besides the synchronic investigation of the polyfunctionalities, some comments on their development will also be made. We do not have records of any significant historical depth for the Oceanic languages, which hampers investigation of the developments of the polyfunctionalities. We need to rely on comparative evidence, which, of course, is not as reliable as direct historical evidence, but may still be suggestive, to various degrees.
It is not always clear from grammatical descriptions whether a given element is or is not a complementizer. Here I have erred on the side of caution: when it is not clear that an element in question is a complementizer, it has not been included here.
The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 provides a basic background on the Oceanic group of languages. Section 3 considers the numbers of complementizers in individual languages and the semantic or pragmatic contrasts among the complementizers in languages that have more than one. Section 4 provides data on the two types of polyfunctionalities that are the focus of this paper. Section 5 discusses one of the two types of polyfunctionalities-complementizerrelativizer-demonstrative-and Section 6 the other type-complementizer-protasis marker. These two sections contain, beside discussions of the polyfunctionalities, case studies of two languages where the polyfunctionalities exist, Toqabaqita and Daakaka, respectively. Section 7 offers some concluding remarks. The languages referred to in the paper and the sources of information on them are given in the Appendix.
Background
The Oceanic languages form a subgroup within the Austronesian family. They are spoken in Papua New Guinea, Island Melanesia, Micronesia and Polynesia, but not all of the languages spoken in the first three areas are Oceanic or Austronesian. The basic subgrouping of Austronesian and the position of Oceanic within it are shown in Figure 1 . (The status of Western Malayo-Polynesian as a subgroup is uncertain (Blust 2009) .)
The basic subgrouping of Oceanic is shown in Figure 2 . Only the primary subgroups of Oceanic are identified there. The languages that are discussed in some detail in this paper are located in Figure 2 with respect to the primary subgroups they belong in.
The choice of the languages discussed here has been governed by two factors. One is availability of a reasonably detailed treatment of complementation and complementizers for a given language. And given the main foci of the present study-semantic/ pragmatic contrast between complementizers, and complementizer polyfunctionalitieslanguages with two or more complementizers and languages with one or more kinds of complementizer polyfunctionalities have been favoured for inclusion.
The coverage cannot be claimed to be exhaustive. Nevertheless, it does provide an overview of complementizers with respect to the topics chosen for discussion here.
Number of Complementizers and Semantic/Pragmatic Contrasts
As a point of departure we can take the following statement in Lynch et al. (2002: 53) : 'Oceanic languages generally do not have especially complicated systems of overt marking of subordination, and subordinate markers often perform other functions in these languages'. The second part of the quote, about subordinate markers often performing other functions, is beyond dispute. This is the existence of polyfunctionalities mentioned in Section 1. Concerning the first part of the quote, about Oceanic languages generally not having complicated systems of overt marking of subordination, the following can be said. There are languages with no complementizers, languages such as Manam, closely related Kairiru, and also more distantly related Mekeo. But there are also languages with relatively large numbers of complementizers. For example, Boumaa Fijian has four complementizers, Nêlêmwa has five, and Tamambo has at least five, possibly six. Other languages have numbers of complementizers that lie between zero and five or six.
At present we do not really know what the situation was like in Proto-Oceanic. No complementizers and no complementation strategies have been reconstructed. Lynch et al. (2002: 89) say: 'Making inferences from widespread patterns, we can say that inter-clausal relationships in POc [Proto-Oceanic] were rather simple'. However, Figure 2 The primary subgroups of Oceanic (after Ross et al. 2011: 8) and the languages discussed in some detail in the body of the paper. The names of the languages discussed are in italics just because no complementizer has, so far, been reconstructed, it does not follow that Proto-Oceanic did not have any. And second, absence of complementizers is not, of itself, indicative of the degree of complexity of interclausal relations. Whatever the situation was in Proto-Oceanic, there have clearly been movements in the number of complementizers, whether upward or downward.
When a language has more than one complementizer, there are typically restrictions on their use. Often, their use is restricted to certain complement-taking predicates. Table 1 lists the complementizers that exist in Tamambo and the types of complement-taking predicates that select them.
Besides the Tamambo complementizers listed in Table 1 , there is also a verb that means 'say' that is developing a complementizer-like function. In this function it is used with utterance predicates and a few others. Finally, certain complement-taking predicates take no complementizers. These include positive modals, and achievement and desiderative predicates.
However, the use of a complementizer is not necessarily fully determined by a complement-taking predicate. A complementizer may be independently meaningful. In such cases the choice of a complementizer may express the speaker's stance with respect to the proposition expressed in the complement clause. Thus, Jauncey (2011: 404) says this about the uses of the complementizer matan and the complementizer-like verb re 'say' in Tamambo:
It is suggested that speaker attitude towards the definiteness of the proposition may determine the use of the verb re, as against complementizer matan. Definiteness here is taken to be whether the speaker can think that they know the proposition to be true.
According to Jauncey (2011: 399) either the complementizer matan or the verb re 'say' can be used with the verb 'believe (something to be the case)', and she suggests that by using re 'he [the speaker in the example discussed] appears to project a more certain attitude', whereas matan 'often appear[s] to indicate that the speaker cannot vouch for the truth or realization of the proposition'.
Expression of stance by means of complementizers is found in other languages. Boumaa Fijian has four complementizers, one of which, ni, is semantically unmarked. Examples (1) and (2) illustrate the contrast between the unmarked complementizer ni Table 1 Tamambo complementizers and their uses (Jauncey 2011: 395-404) 
Complementizers
Types of complement-taking predicates matan attitude or thought processes; perception and acquisition of knowledge; utterance mwe attitude or knowledge; utterance: unrealized propositions sohen suggested appearance ('seem like'); perception and/or acquisition of knowledge ro perception and/or acquisition of knowledge are sohen ∼ sohen are positive expectation ('want, like') and the complementizer me, which indicates 'that the event of the complement clause should happen' (Dixon 1988: 271, original (Dixon 1988: 271) And the sentences in examples (3) and (4) show the contrast between the unmarked complementizer ni and the complementizer dee, which expresses uncertainty:
( (Dixon 1988: 269) Marshallese has three complementizers, two of which, bwe and ke, are relevant here. 2 The choice of one or the other partly depends on the higher predicate, but some predicates may occur with either complementizer, with a semantic/pragmatic difference. In such cases the choice depends 'on the presupposition of the speaker toward the truth value of the complement clause' (Oda 1976: 4) . The verb 'hope' is one verb that permits either complementizer. According to Oda (1976: 5) , bwe is used 'when the semantic feature of truth is neutral, or unmarked', while ke is used 'when the speaker knows, or wants to know that the complement clause is a true statement', as in examples (5) and (6), respectively.
(5) Marshallese I-j kajatrikrik bwe Tom e-naj itok ngan Hawaii. I-TENSE/ASP hope COMP Tom he-will come to Hawaii 'I hope (so that) Tom will come to Hawaii.' (Oda 1976: 4) 1 The following abbreviations and conventions are used in glossing the examples: 1, first person; 2, second person; 3, third person; ANIM, animate; ART, article; asp, aspect; ASRT, assertive; BEN, benefactive; CAUS, causative; CLF, classifier; CLF3, classifier 3 (noun class); CM, comment (focus) marker; CO1, common 1 noun class; COMP, complementizer; CONJ, conjunction; CONT, continuous; COP, copula; DIST, distal (mood); du, dual; EMPH, emphatic; EXCL, exclusive; FOC, focus; FUT, future; INCL, inclusive; INTJ, interjection; INTS, intensifier; IPFV, imperfective; IRR, irrealis; LOC, locative; MODCOMP, complementizer (non-realis); MODREL, positive modal relator; NEC, necessity; NEG, negative; NFUT, non-future; NMLZ, nominalizer; OBJ, object; OBL, oblique; PC, paucal; PERS, personal suffix; PERSMKR, person marker; pl, plural; poss, possessive; POT, potential (mood); prop, proprietive; PROX, proximal (demonstrative); PRTT, partitive; REAL, realis; REL, relativizer; SEQ, sequential; SG, singular; SUBCONJ, subordinating conjunction; TR, transitive, transitivizer; TRANS, event transition. By and large the abbreviations and conventions are those of the sources, except that in a few cases they have been adjusted for the sake of uniformity. 2 I am grateful to one of the referees for bringing to my attention Willson's (2002) MA thesis on the Marshallese complementizer phrase, which led me to Oda (1976) Hawaii 'I hope (and I know for sure) that Tom will come to Hawaii.' (Oda 1976: 5) Besides expressing stance, complementizers may, more generally, have links with modality. One language where this is the case is Daakaka. Daakaka has two complementizers, na and ka. In her detailed discussion of complementation in Daakaka, von Prince (2012: 358) characterizes the use of the two complementizers in the following way: na is used with factual complement clauses, and ka with counterfactual ones. The factuality contrast is illustrated in examples (7) and (8) with the same higher verb 'want'. The proposition expressed in the complement clause in example (7) is factual, and there the complementizer na is used:
stay Vila ''I like (the fact) that I am in Vila. ' (von Prince 2012: 358) On the other hand, the proposition expressed in example (8) is non-factual, and there the complementizer ka is used:
stay Vila 'I want to be in Vila. ' (von Prince 2012: 358) I will return to complementation in Daakaka in Section 6.
As the Tamambo, Boumaa, Daakaka and Marshallese cases show, complementizers need not be solely morphosyntactic markers of complementation. They may be meaningful, for example in expressions of speaker stance and may also have a more general modality force.
Polyfunctionalities that Involve Complementizers
We now turn to the topic of complementizer polyfunctionalities. Although I use the term 'complementizer polyfunctionality', this is not to say that the complementizer function is viewed as somehow basic or historically the earlier one, from which the other function or functions develop later. The term simply designates a polyfunctionality that includes the complementizer function plus one or more other functions.
As is well known from languages around the world, elements that function as complementizers often have other functions as well, and the Oceanic languages are no exception. In spite of the relatively restricted amount of information on complementation in Oceanic, there are certain patterns that can be discerned when it comes to polyfunctionality, and they correspond to those found elsewhere in the world. Table 2 lists the polyfunctionalities that have been identified, involving the complementizer function and one or more other functions, together with the names of the languages in which they are found. There is no claim that the table is exhaustive, but it does, I believe, give a fair indication of the polyfunctionalities that exist. The reason why purpose, reason and result are combined is that in some languages more than one of these types of relations is expressed by the same form and also because they are not always clearly distinguished in the grammatical descriptions. The category 'adposition' includes locative, benefactive, goal, purpose and reason markers, as well as a general oblique marker. Also included here is the Standard and Boumaa Fijian 'relator' ni, which links two noun phrases. And the category 'coordinator' includes conjunctive ('and') and disjunctive ('or') types. Since polyfunctionalities that involve adpositions or coordinators will not be discussed here, only the general cover labels have been used.
The category of relative clauses in Table 2 includes a kind of focus construction that has a basic relative clause-like structure (compare the cleft construction in English, as in It was this food that made me sick). This is found in, for example, Toqabaqita and Pohnpeian. An example from Toqabaqita will be discussed in Section 5.
If a language has more than one complementizer that participates in different polyfunctionality networks, the language is entered more than once in the appropriate places in the table with different number indices, for example Pohnpeian (1) under COMP, relativizer, and Pohnpeian (2) under COMP, protasis marker.
From Table 2 it is apparent that demonstratives, relativizers and protasis markers are involved in polyfunctionality networks in a number of languages. These are the polyfunctionalities that will be the focus of the next two sections, starting with the links between the complementizer, demonstrative and relativizer functions.
Complementizer-Relativizer-Demonstrative Polyfunctionalities
From Table 2 we see that in a number of languages one and the same element functions as a complementizer and as a demonstrative, and/or as a relativizer, and possibly has some other functions. Polyfunctionalities involving the complementizer, the demonstrative and/or the relativizer functions are not at all unusual cross-linguistically, not just in Oceanic. English that is an example.
As recently discussed by Hendery (2012), when there is a direct link between a complementizer and a relativizer function, it is much more likely for the complementizer function to have developed from the relativizer function rather than the other way around. Of course, the link may instead be only indirect; that is, the complementizer and the relativizer functions may have developed independently from a common source, such as a demonstrative, as happened in English. Heine and Kuteva (2002: 115) say that pronominal demonstratives are 'probably the most frequent way in which relative clause markers evolve'. However, for the languages discussed here there is no historical evidence that the demonstrative in question could function pronominally.
One Oceanic language with a complementizer-relativizer polyfunctionality is Toqabaqita. I will speak of polyfunctionality of the element in question and will use (2), Boumaa Fijian (2) a The form na introduces relative clauses, protases and 'when' clauses, and optionally accompanies the complementizer kanak. According to Frowein (2011: 488) na is a grammaticalization of the demonstrative n-a; see the discussion in Section 5 below. b The form mwe functions as a complementizer, a demonstrative (singular of mwende) and a purpose marker. The form mwende functions as a demonstrative and a relativizer. c 'Relativizer' is used here in the sense of introducing a clause modifying a nominal head, as opposed to a complementizer introducing a clause modifying a verbal head. See Section 5 for discussion. different glosses for it, but later I will address the issue of whether two distinct functions should in fact be recognized, or whether we are dealing with one more general function. The form of the element in question is na, which becomes n = when a proclitic. Example (9) shows na marking a complement clause. 3SG.IPFV burn up.there 'Who lit the small fire that is burning up there?' (Lichtenberk 2008 (Lichtenberk : 1087 In fact there are two instances of the marker in example (10). In the first occurrence the element has the cliticized form n = and functions as a focus marker. In this function it occurs with fronted question words and in other kinds of focussing. The focus construction is formally a relative clause-like structure, and I will have nothing more to say about it.
Examples (9) and (10) appear to represent a complementizer-relativizer polyfunctionality. Let's now look at another sentence where the clause introduced by na modifies a noun, given in example (11). There na introduces two conjoined clauses ('the arrow stuck out from its head and has been sticking out until today') that modify the noun doo 'thing': '[If you go in the sea and catch that (kind of) fish,] you will believe the thing (that I said) that the arrow stuck out from its head and has been sticking out until today.' (Discussing a species of fish whose appearance is said to be due to an arrow having been stuck into its head.) (Lichtenberk 2008 (Lichtenberk : 1060 (Lichtenberk -1061 In example (11) the conjoined clauses introduced by na express the contents of the thing to be believed. This suggests, a priori, that they function as complement clauses rather than as relative clauses. However, is there really a distinction between complement-clause and relative-clause modification of nouns in Toqabaqita?
There are verbal heads modified by clauses introduced by na, as in example (9), and there are nominal heads modified by clauses introduced by na, as in examples (10) and (11). There is no evidence of an overt formal distinction between relative clause-like and complement clause-like modification of nominal heads. Rather, na serves in general to introduce clausal modifiers of nominal heads. This is the kind of conclusion that Comrie and Horie (1995: 73) reach concerning the Khmer element dael, which can introduce clauses that modify nouns in a relative clause-like function or a complement clause-like function: ' … Khmer dael is not specifically a relative clause marker, but rather a general marker for associating subordinate clauses with head nouns'. Similarly, it has been argued by Matsumoto (1988) that there is no grammatical distinction between relative clause-like and complement clause-like modification of nouns in Japanese.
But what of Toqabaqita na that introduces complement clauses that modify verbal heads, as in example (9) above? One could perhaps argue that there is no distinction between complement clause-like modification and relative clause-like modification in the language at all, regardless of whether the head is a verb or a noun. That is, one might want to argue that na is not polyfunctional; rather, its function is to introduce clausal modifiers of verbal and nominal heads. There is, however, one problem with this kind of unitary analysis of the function of na. While it is true that na can introduce clausal modifiers both of verbs and of nouns, it does not occur with equal frequency in the two types of cases. When a clause modifies a verbal head, as in example (9), na is optional and, in fact, is not used very frequently (Lichtenberk 2008) . The usual case is for na not to be used. The situation is diametrically opposite when a clause modifies a nominal head in a relative clause-like use, as in example (10). There na is normally present, and is absent only rarely (Lichtenberk 2008) . The use of clauses to modify nominal heads in a complement clause-like way, as in example (11), is rare. Of the three natural examples that I have come across, two have na and one does not.
There may be no grounds for distinguishing complement-clause-like and relativeclause-like modification of nominal heads, but there are some grounds for distinguishing clausal modification of verbal heads and clausal modification of nominal heads. But the distinction is only covert, based on the frequency of use of the marker na.
As discussed in what follows, there is evidence that in the history of Toqabaqita the noun-modifying function developed first and the verb-modifying function only subsequently. While the evidence is only indirect, based on historical-comparative data, it is definitely suggestive.
Toqabaqita is a member of the Southeast Solomonic group of languages, a firstorder subgroup of Oceanic (Figure 2 in Section 2). Southeast Solomonic itself consists of two primary subgroups, Cristobal-Malaitan and Guadalcanal-Nggelic. Toqabaqita is a member of the Cristobal-Malaitan subgroup. There is evidence that Proto-Southeast Solomonic had a demonstrative of the form *na, whose meaning was 'that (addressee-proximal)'. Table 3 lists the languages that contain reflexes of Proto-Southeast Solomonic*na.
A demonstrative of the form *na is reconstructible for Proto-Southeast Solomonic. While both a proximal meaning 'this' and a distal meaning 'that' are found with the reflexes of Proto-Southeast Solomonic *na, external evidence tells us that in the proto-language *na signalled proximity to the addressee. Some of the external evidence will be presented later. Within the Cristobal-Malaitan subgroup, there is evidence of a relative-clause marking function in the ancestor of Toqabaqita and Lau. Relative-clause marking by a reflex of *na is also found in Longgu. However, Longgu is not a close relative of Toqabaqita and Lau, and most likely it has undergone an independent development.
Both in Toqabaqita and in Lau the reflexes of *na function as a relativizer, introducing clauses modifying nominal heads, but it is only in Toqabaqita that the reflex of *na is also used in a complementizer function, introducing clauses modifying verbal heads. This strongly suggests that the relativizer function preceded the complementizer function in Toqabaqita. And this is also consonant with the relative degrees of presence and absence of the Toqabaqita marker in relative clause-like modification and in complement clause-like modification. As mentioned earlier, Toqabaqita na is usually present with relative clauses and usually absent with complement clauses. This can be interpreted as evidence that it began to be used as a complementizer only relatively recently and has not completely established itself in that function.
Proto-Southeast Solomonic had a demonstrative of the form *na 'that (addresseeproximal)'. In fact, a demonstrative of the same form and function is reconstructible further back, to Proto-Oceanic (Lynch et al. 2002: 72) . In Table 4 I have listed a few languages from three different primary subgroups of Oceanic, Western Oceanic, Southern Oceanic and Central Pacific, that have reflexes of Proto-Oceanic *na. The Southeast Solomonic languages with reflexes of *na are not listed there, because they are listed in Table 3 .
There is at least one language outside the Southeast Solomonic subgroup where an element of the form na functions as a complementizer and a relativizer, though not as a demonstrative. The language is Daakaka, a member of the Southern Oceanic When na introduces a relative clause, von Prince considers it to be a 'complementizer', as in example (13) There is another language that uses an element of the same form na in complementation. The language is Siar, a Western Oceanic language. In Siar, na is optionally used with the complementizer kanak. It can precede the complementizer, as in example (14), or follow it, as in example (15) ' We told them that the demons had come.' (Frowein 2011: 502) (In fact na can occur simultaneously before and after the complementizer kanak, but this is not exemplified here.)
Frowein calls Siar na a 'relational marker': outside of complementation it is used to introduce relative clauses, the protases of conditional sentences and also temporal 'when' clauses. An example of na as a relativizer is given in example (16) want 3SG-IRR fish '(This is) a story about a man who wants to go fishing.' (Frowein 2011: 489) While Siar na has the appearance of a reflex for the Proto-Oceanic demonstrative *na, according to Frowein (2011: 488) it 'is a grammaticalization of the non-singular proximal demonstrative n-a', where the n expresses non-singular number and the a has a proximal value. Nevertheless, the Siar case does represent a development of a relativizer from a demonstrative.
Complementizer-Protasis Marking Polyfunctionality
The type of polyfunctionality to be discussed now involves pairing of the complementizer function with the function of marking the protases of conditional sentences. This too is cross-linguistically fairly common; English if is a case in point.
As can be seen in Table 2 , polyfunctionalities involving the complementizer function and the protasis-marking function are found in a number of Oceanic languages: Bukawa, Mwotlap, Neve'ei, Mangap-Mbula and so on.
In some of the languages the quotative marker and/or the verb 'say' are involved as well. This is the case in, for example, Mwotlap and Daakaka (2) . Links between verbs 'say' and complementizers, and between verbs 'say' and protasis markers are common cross-linguistically.
I will now discuss in some detail one language and then will briefly look at some others. The language is Daakaka. My discussion is based on a detailed treatment of complementation in Daakaka in a recent grammar of the language by von Prince (2012) . The focus will be on the element ka, which has a number of functions, most of which will be discussed in what follows. Ka functions as a verb 'say'; it can introduce indirect speech (not exemplified below); it also functions as a quotative marker with other verbs, a complementizer, a protasis marker, a temporal 'when' marker (not exemplified below) and a 'modal relator'. In the complementizer, protasis-marking and modal relator functions ka has links with irrealis modality.
Example (17) contains ka as the verb 'say': The function of ka as a protasis marker is illustrated in examples (19) and (20). In example (19) there are two instances of ka. The first one is glossed SUBCONJ, which stands for 'subordinating conjunction' and it is the one that introduces the protasis. The second one is glossed MODREL, which stands for '(positive) modal relator'. The modal relator will be discussed later. 'if the lisepsep comes, he will hunt you and kill you. ' (von Prince 2012: 250) (Lisepseps are dwarf-like creatures that live in the bush and have magical powers. They annoy and sometimes eat people.)
As example (20) As mentioned above, ka can also introduce temporal 'when' clauses. ('If'-'when' polyfunctionalities are common cross-linguistically.) Ka also serves as a complementizer, as mentioned in Section 2 in connection with example (8), which will be presented again shortly. In this function von Prince considers ka to be a 'modal' complementizer. It is used to introduce a variety of types of clauses. It can introduce embedded/indirect questions, as in example (21) (Doo is a tense/aspect/modality marker that corresponds to English 'whether'. Its use is restricted to embedded polarity (yes/no) questions.) Ka is also used as a modal complementizer with higher predicates of wanting, desire and intention, possibility and ability, or when there is counterfactuality. These contexts are all irrealis-oriented: the relevant state of affairs is envisioned, potential or counterfactual. In example (22) it is desire that is expressed.
stay Vila 'I want to be in Vila. ' (von Prince 2012: 358) Compare example (7) in Section 2 with the same higher predicate but where the complement clause is introduced by the other complementizer na, which signals factuality.
In example (23) it is ability that is expressed: Finally, as a modal relator, ka serves to express the fact that the sentence expresses a neutral assertion about the future rather than expressing a directive act. Here too there is irrealis orientation. In this function ka co-occurs with the potential mood marker (POT). An example is given in example (25) 'the lisepsep will come for us here, he will come for us to kill us' (von Prince 2012: 233-234)
As a modal relator, ka is also used to express counterfactuality: something should have happened or should be happening but did not in fact happen or is not happening. In this function ka co-occurs with the necessity marker (NEC). This is illustrated in example (26) Von Prince (2012: 378) says that '[a]ll three functions [of ka] appear to go back to the verb ka "say, think, want", which is also used as a serial verb after verbs of saying and thinking to introduce a stretch of reported speech'. The three functions that von Prince has in mind are those of modal relator, (modal) complementizer and protasis (and temporal 'when') marking.
It is the irrealis orientation that links the modal complementizer function and the modal relator function with the function of marking the protases of conditional sentences. But what about the function of marking embedded questions, as in example (21) further above?
It has been argued by Nordström (2010) that the link between protases and embedded questions too involves irrealis modality, here specifically the idea that the speaker is uncertain about the factuality status of the relevant state of affairs. In fact, in her wide-ranging discussion of if-like subordinators in Germanic languages Nordström argues that the notion of epistemic uncertainty or non-factuality is the link uniting the various uses of these subordinators, even though there are differences of detail from language to language. On the other hand, that-like complementizers, in languages that have both if-like and that-like complementizers, are associated with epistemic certainty, factuality. This is precisely what we find in Daakaka in the contrast between the ka complementizer and the na complementizer.
What makes the Daakaka case particularly interesting is that the use of ka, which functions as a marker of protases and also as an if-like complementizer, extends to marking counterfactuality, which is another aspect of irrealis modality.
What is not clear in the history of the Germanic languages is the direction of the development: was the protasis-marking function historically first and the complementizer function a later development or did the development go in the opposite direction, from a complementizer to a protasis marker? For English, Traugott (1985) has suggested that the conditional, protasis-introducing function of if was first and the complementizer function was a later development from it. On the other hand, Nordström suggests, tentatively, that in Germanic the conditional use of if-like elements post-dated the complementizer use.
In the case of Daakaka, two possibilities can be contemplated. These are shown in examples (27a) and (27b), respectively:
verb 'say' > irrealis complementizer > protasis marker b.
verb 'say' > protasis marker > irrealis complementizer
We know that verbs 'say' can develop into complementizers, but the scenario in example (27a) does not account for the irrealis force of the Daakaka complementizer. We also know that verbs 'say' can develop into protasis markers, which gives rise to the irrealis meaning, which may then be extended to the complementizing and other functions. A priori, then, the development postulated in example (27b) is more plausible than that postulated in example (27a); but in the absence of historical evidence that is all we have, more or less plausibility.
One of the referees suggests that there is a third possibility: the protasis marking function and the irrealis complementizer function developed independently of each other. This scenario faces the same problem as does example (27a): why would the verb 'say' develop directly into a specifically irrealis complementizer? On the other hand, assuming the development of the complementizer function from the protasis marker accounts for the irrealis force of the complementizer.
There are a number of other Oceanic languages that exhibit protasis-marking-complementizer polyfunctionality. For most of them we do not have as much detail as von Prince gives for Daakaka; nevertheless, there are certain patterns that can be identified. It is instructive to consider what kinds of complement-taking verbs occur with the iflike complementizers. Unfortunately, usually only very few such verbs are exemplified or mentioned in the grammars, but even so the cases are indicative. The results are given in Table 5 . If a language has more than one complementizer, the relevant one is identified in the table.
As Table 5 shows, in some languages irrealis modality is the relevant factor. This is the case in Mangap-Mbula with a variety of complement-taking predicates. For Raga Table 5 Higher predicates with if-like complement clauses, as discussed or exemplified in grammatical descriptions
Language Predicators
Mangap-Mbula (be) used with non-factual complements: 'say/think', 'promise', 'hope', 'would like to', 'afraid to do X', 'prevent', 'urge', 'try to', 'start to' Raga 'want' Kokota 'want' Pukapukan (mc) used with indirect questions: 'not know (whether)', 'not sure (whether)', 'ask (whether, how)'; 'not hear (whether)', 'remember (whether)' (in a question), 'see/find out (whether, what)'; also 'afraid (lest)', 'hope (for a future event)' Neve'ei 'mention' (factual), 'hear' (factual), 'not know ' (factual?/non-factual?) and Kokota the desiderative verbs 'want' are given as examples of the use of the complementizers. For Pukapukan, examples of two irrealis-projecting predicates are given: 'fear (lest)' and 'hope (for a future event)'. But in Pukapukan the more common use of the complementizer appears to be with indirect questions. These are not necessarily irrealis-oriented. What is relevant here is lack of knowledge about the factuality status of a state of affairs, as argued by Nordström (2010) (see above). For Neve'ei, irrealis is not clearly evident as a factor, at least judging by the examples given in the grammar.
Putting Neve'ei aside, the developments discussed in this section demonstrate the relevance of the notions of irrealis and lack of knowledge about the factuality status of states of affairs to the rise of certain kinds of complementizer polyfunctionalities.
Conclusion
As the preceding discussion has shown, when it comes to complementizers in Oceanic, the situation is quite complex and rich with respect to the kinds of questions one can pursue. There is a fair amount of variation in the numbers of complementizers in individual languages, from zero to at least five or six. Complementizers may be involved in more or less extensive polyfunctionality networks. The ones discussed here involved demonstratives and relativizers in some cases and protasis markers in other cases. In languages with multiple complementizers, there may be restrictions on their use depending on the higher prediate. However, complementizers may also be semantically or pragmatically contrastive. In a number of Oceanic languages modality is a relevant factor in complementation, in particular irrealis modality. Another factor that is relevant is speaker stance: is the proposition expressed in the complement clause factual or not; and also the degree of certainty on the part of the speaker (or the referent of the subject of the higher clause) about the factual status of the proposition expressed in the complement clause?
At a certain general level, none of these phenomena are unique to Oceanic. The Oceanic cases represent language-specific and family-specific variations on recurrent themes in the area of complementizers.
